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In  October  1957  the  Social  Science  Research  Council 
appointed  a  committee  to  examine  the  developments 
taking  place  in  the  use  of  electronic  computers  to  simu¬ 
late  human  thinking.  Funds  for  the  committee’s  work 
were  provided  by  a  grant  from  the  Ford  Foundation. 
The  present  statement  is  a  report  on  a  summer  research 
training  institute  that  was  organized  by  the  committee 
and  conducted  in  the  summer  of  1958. 

Digital  computers,  designed  originally  to  do  speedy 
arithmetic,  are  in  fact  extremely  flexible  devices  capable 
of  processing  and  manipulating  all  sorts  of  informa¬ 
tion,  numerical  and  nonnumerical.  Appropriately  pro¬ 
grammed,  they  can  as  readily  handle  symbols  inter¬ 
pretable  as  English  words  or  sentences  as  symbols 
interpretable  as  numbers. 

This  flexibility  (and  its  implications)  only  gradually 
impressed  itself  on  the  users  of  computers.  It  led,  in 
time,  to  a  succession  of  efforts  to  simulate,  with  com¬ 
puters,  a  variety  of  intellective  processes — pattern  recog- 
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nition,  problem  solving,  and  certain  kinds  of  learning 
and  concept  formation.  By  “simulate”  we  mean  induce 
the  computer  to  accept  the  same  inputs  and  to  produce 
approximately  the  same  symbolic  outputs  as  a  human 
laboratory  subject  would  in  the  same  situation. 

By  1957  these  efforts  had  been  so  far  successful  that 
one  computer,  for  example,  had  learned  to  recognize 
a  simple  pattern,  another  to  discover  proofs  for  theorems 
in  logic,  and  a  third  to  play  an  amateurish  game  of 
chess.  More  important,  the  computers  were  not  only 
performing  these  tasks  successfully,  but  they  were  provid¬ 
ing  evidence,  through  their  symbolic  outputs,  that  they 
used  processes  a  good  deal  like  those  used  by  humans  to 
do  the  same  tasks. 

Clearly  here  was  a  novel  set  of  techniques,  of  un¬ 
known  potential,  for  studying  complex  human  intellec¬ 
tive  processes.  The  new  committee  concluded  that  a 
wider  circle  of  social  scientists  should  be  acquainted 
with  these  techniques,  in  order  to  evaluate  them  and, 
to  the  extent  that  they  appeared  promising,  to  prepare 
to  disseminate  them  at  some  of  the  leading  university 
centers  for  graduate  training  in  the  social  sciences.  A 
research  training  institute  on  simulation  of  cognitive 
processes  was  planned  for  the  summer  of  1958  as  a  first 
step  toward  accomplishing  this  objective. 

PARTICIPANTS 

In  addition  to  the  co-directors,  the  staff  of  the  insti¬ 
tute  included  J.  C.  Shaw  and  Frederick  Tonge  of  the 
RAND  Corporation,  Carl  I.  Hovland  of  Yale  Univer¬ 
sity,  George  A.  Miller  of  Harvard  University,  and 
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Marvin  Minsky  of  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technol- 
o^'.  There  were  20  participants— 17  psychologists  and 
3  sociologists — selected  from  a  very  much  larger  group 
erf  able  applicants  than  could  be  handled: 

Robert  P.  Abelson,  Yale  University 
Lawrence  T.  Alexander,  System  Development  Corpo¬ 
ration 

Richard  C.  Atkinson,  University  of  California,  Los 
Angeles 

William  F.  Battig,  University  of  Virginia 
Daniel  E.  Berlyne,  University  of  California,  Berkeley 
Joseph  D.  Birch,  University  of  Michigan 
Jack  Block,  University  of  California,  Berkeley 
James  S.  Coleman,  University  of  Chicago 
Ward  Edwards,  University  of  Michigan 
Bert  F.  Green,  Jr.,  Lincoln  Laboratory,  Massachusetts 
Institute  of  Technology 
Robert  L.  Hamblin,  Washington  University 
Lyle  V.  Jones,  University  of  North  Carolina 
Edmund  T.  Klemmer,  International  Business  Ma¬ 
chines  Corporation  Research  Center 
Gilbert  K.  Krulee,  Case  Institute  of  Technology 
Nissim  Levy,  Brown  University 
William  N.  MePhee,  Columbia  University 
Irwin  Pollack,  Bolling  Air  Force  Base 
Roger  N.  Shepard,  Harvard  University 
Gerald  H.  Shure,  System  Development  Corporation 
Donald  W.  Taylor,  Yale  University 

INSTITUTE  ACTIVITIES 

The  institute  was  planned  for  a  period  of  three  weeks, 
June  30  to  July  18,  but  this  main  session  was  preceded 
by  a  preliminary  week,  attended  by  about  three  quarters 
of  the  participants,  for  training  in  the  elements  of  com¬ 
puter  programming.  (The  presession  was  conducted  by 
Fred  Gruenberger  of  the  RAND  Corporation.)  During 
the  first  half  of  the  main  session,  the  time  was  divided 
among  three  principal  types  of  activity.  The  group  spent 
part  of  its  time  examining  closely  some  of  the  computer 
programs  for  the  simulation  of  complex  human  processes 
that  were  already  in  existence.  These  examples  included 
programs  for  simulating  a  subject’s  behavior  in  a  binary 
choice  (partial  reinforcement)  experiment,  in  discover¬ 
ing  proofs  for  theorems  in  symbolic  logic,  in  selecting 
a  chess  move,  and  in  elementary  discrimination  and 
memorizing  tasks. 

As  a  second  major  activity,  the  group  studied  the  com¬ 
puter  programming  techniques  developed  by  a  RAND 
-Carnegie  Institute  of  Technology  research  project  for 
handling  these  kinds  of  nonnumerical  programming 
problems.  Members  of  the  group  learned  to  program 
in  a  so-called  “interpretive  code,’’  Information  Process¬ 
ing  Language  IV  (IPL-IV),  that  had  been  used  to  write 
the  theorem-proving  and  chess  programs. 

A  third  activity  was  a  survey  of  research  in  a  number 
of  tenters  that  either  employed  computer  simulation 


or  afforded  a  promising  prospect  for  such  simulation. 
These  sessions  included  discussions  of  the  possibilities 
of  simulation  for  studying  concept  formation,  language 
translation,  and  learning — including  self-organization  of 
random  nerve  nets. 

Out  of  these  activities  there  grew  a  strong  consensus 
in  the  group  that  computer  simulation  techniques  do 
indeed  have  a  promising  future  in  psychology — both  in 
the  area  of  higher  mental  processes,  where  most  of  the 
work  has  been  done  to  date,  and  in  areas  of  greater  tra¬ 
ditional  psychological  activity,  like  concept  formation, 
perception,  and  memorizing.  This  consensus  was  exhib¬ 
ited  by  what  the  members  of  the  institute  said,  and  even 
more  by  what  they  did.  By  the  end  of  the  first  week, 
there  was  a  virtually  unanimous  determination  among 
the  participants  that  before  the  institute  ended  they 
would  learn  how  to  write  programs  in  Information  Proc¬ 
essing  Language  IV,  and  that  they  would  actually  pro¬ 
duce  programs  having  significant  psychological  content 
and  run  them  on  JOHNNIAC,  the  RAND  computer. 
The  members  of  the  institute  staff,  although  they  were 
not  quite  willing  to  admit  it  aloud  even  to  each  other, 
secretly  regarded  these  aspirations  as  somewhat  unreal¬ 
istic.  Their  experience  with  graduate  instruction  in  this 
kind  of  computer  programming  suggested  that  a  semester 
was  a  more  reasonable  learning  period  than  three  weeks. 
However,  their  estimates  did  not  take  account  of  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  effort  the  participants  were  pre¬ 
pared  to  pour  into  the  task. 

PROGRAMMING  TASKS 

About  the  middle  of  the  second  week,  the  participants 
divided  into  some  half-dozen  working  parties,  each  of 
which  selected  a  programming  task.  Few  formal  sessions 
were  scheduled  thereafter  for  the  whole  group.  Instead, 
members  divided  their  time  between  working  on  prac¬ 
tice  exercises  to  develop  their  programming  skills  and 
working  with  their  subgroups  to  formulate  and  carry 
through  an  appropriate  larger  programming  task.  The 
institute’s  workrooms  were  open  around  the  clock,  and 
participants  were  to  be  found  there  well  into  the  night. 
If  we  recollect  correctly,  about  one  third  of  them  were 
still  on  hand  at  1:00  A.M.  one  night  of  the  final  week 
when  time  was  getting  very  short  and  most  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  were  almost,  but  not  quite,  ready  to  be  tried  out 
on  JOHNNIAC.  Only  on  the  final  two  days  was  the 
group  willing  to  take  any  considerable  time  out  for  gen¬ 
eral  sessions — to  report  to  each  other  on  the  status  of 
their  projects — and  then  only  after  we  had  arranged 
courier  service  to  the  computer  room  so  that  valuable 
“debugging”  time  would  not  be  lost. 

Not  every  working  group  reached  its  objective  of 
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running  a  program  successfully  on  JOHNNIAC.  The 
first  team  to  do  so,  Ward  Edwards  and  Edmund  Klem- 
mer,  simulated  a  subject’s  predictive  behavior  in  a  bi¬ 
nary  choice  experiment.  Another  program,  written  by 
Lyle  Jones  and  George  Miller,  successfully  synthesized 
a  grammatical  English  sentence,  basing  its  procedures 
on  Chomsky’s  syntactical  theories.  Several  other  groups 
reached  the  checking-out  stage  before  the  institute 
ended,  and  went  home  with  the  promise  that  they  could 
complete  their  debugging  by  correspondence.  Programs 
were  written  by  Robert  Abelson,  James  Coleman,  and 
William  McPhee  to  simulate  one  aspect  or  another  of 
the  phenomena  of  cognitive  dissonance.  One  of  these 
programs  was  named  the  “Belief  Dilemma  Resolver.’’ 
A  linguistic  program  related  to  that  of  Jones  and  Miller 
was  developed  by  William  Battig,  Daniel  Berlyne,  and 
Irwin  Pollack. 

Three  participants  focused  on  problem-solving  be¬ 
havior.  Jack  Block  investigated  the  possibilities  of  simu¬ 
lating  behavior  in  the  9-dot  problem  situation.  Robert 
Hamblin  and  Lawrence  Alexander  wrote  three  pro¬ 
grams,  two  of  them  for  simulating  learning  processes, 
that  are  to  be  incorporated  in  a  larger  General  Problem 
Solver  developed  by  Newell,  Shaw,  and  Simon. 

The  remaining  projects  were  aimed  at  simulating  be¬ 
havior  in  classical  psychological  experiments  relating  to 
perception  and  concept  formation.  Roger  Shepard  wrote 
a  program,  which  he  dubbed  “Epigram,”  capable  of 
learning  to  discriminate  stimuli;  another  program  for 
perceptual  discrimination  was  written  by  Gilbert  Krulee; 
and  a  third  by  a  team  comprised  of  Bert  Green,  Richard 
Atkinson,  and  Joseph  Birch.  In  the  development  of 
these  programs,  it  became  increasingly  obvious  that 
the  line  between  “stimulus  discriminators”  and  “concept 
formers”  was  a  cloudy  one;  hence,  the  last-mentioned 
program  had  a  number  of  similarities  with  a  program 
for  a  concept  former  that  was  written  by  Carl  Hovland, 
Donald  Taylor,  Gerald  Shure,  and  Nissim  Levy. 

The  teams  all  modestly  refused  to  claim  that  their 
programs  incorporated  revolutionary  new  psychological 
theories,  but  they  were  struck  by  the  ease  and  directness 
with  which  known  and  significant  psychological  proc¬ 
esses  could  be  translated  into  programs  and  simulated. 
There  was  general  agreement  that  the  information 
processing  languages  are  natural  languages  for  stating 
psychological  theories  in  precise  and  testable  terms,  and 
that  digital  computers  are  obvious  devices  for  tracing 
and  testing  the  implications  of  theories  so  stated.  On 
the  basis  of  the  experience  in  the  institute,  the  amount 
of  effort  required  of  research  workers  in  order  to  use 
the  programming  techniques  appears  to  be  relatively 
modest.  Most  of  the  participants  thought  that,  given 
some  help  in  the  form  of  adequate  manuals  and  perhaps 


a  little  assistance  from  the  personnel  of  their  local  com¬ 
puter  centers,  they  would  be  able  to  continue  to  use  the 
techniques  on  their  own  campuses. 

DISSEMINATING  SIMULATION  TECHNIQUES 

The  Council’s  committee  met  several  times  while  the 
institute  was  in  session,  and  held  one  general  session 
with  the  participants.  The  committee  reached  the  fol¬ 
lowing  conclusions  as  to  next  steps: 

1.  Simulation  techniques  represent  a  significant  new 
tool  for  psychological  and  other  social  science  research. 
The  next  important  objective  is  to  make  this  tool  avail¬ 
able,  as  a  normal  part  of  graduate  training  opportuni¬ 
ties,  at  the  major  graduate  training  centers  in  the  social 
sciences.  For  a  university  to  provide  this  tool  to  its  grad¬ 
uate  students  and  research  faculty,  it  needs  the  follow¬ 
ing:  (a)  a  modern  computer  facility  equipped  at  least 
with  an  IBM  650,  a  Datatron,  or  an  equivalent  or  larger 
digital  computer;  (b)  one  or  more  persons  associated 
with  the  computer  facility  who  are  familiar  with  the 
information  processing  languages;  (c)  manuals  for  pro¬ 
gramming  in  information  processing  languages;  (d)  one 
or  more  behavioral  scientists  who  are  using  these  tech¬ 
niques  in  their  own  research  and  who  are  sufficiently 
skilled  in  them  to  inject  them  into  their  graduate 
teaching. 

2.  Computing  facilities  of  at  least  minimum  adequacy 
are  now  to  be  found  on  most  campuses  with  large  gradu¬ 
ate  programs — some  70  campuses  in  all.  Helping  to 
secure  such  facilities,  or  computing  time  for  research 
projects,  for  other  campuses  lies  outside  the  capability 
and  province  of  the  committee,  although  members  of 
the  committee  may  be  able  to  assist  in  identifying  the 
best  sources  of  information  and  know-how  relating  to 
these  matters. 

3.  Some  steps  have  already  been  taken  to  acquaint 
computer  center  staffs  with  the  information  processing 
languages.  Messrs.  Newell  and  Simon  have  been  active 
in  summer  training  programs  for  computer  personnel, 
and  have  developed  channels  for  getting  manuals  de¬ 
scribing  information  processing  languages  into  the  hands 
of  computer  center  directors. 

4.  A  manual  is  now  being  prepared  for  using  the  in¬ 
formation  processing  languages  with  the  IBM  650  and 
IBM  704.  The  manual,  which  is  being  prepared  by  the 
RAND-Camegie  group,  will  be  distributed  to  computer 
centers  and  to  behavioral  scientists — probably  early  in 
1959. 

5.  The  participants  in  the  1958  institute  will  consti¬ 
tute  a  nucleus  of  faculty  familiar  with  these  techniques 
on  some  dozen  campuses,  and  several  of  the  universities 
that  were  represented  in  the  institute  should  be  able  to 


develop  an  adequate  program  of  activities  with  little  or 
no  additional  outside  help.  The  committee  invites  pro¬ 
posals,  however,  for  the  support  of  activities  to  make 
these  techniques  available  on  more  campuses,  and  on  all 
campuses  sooner.  For  example,  it  is  prepared  to  provide 
support  for  individuals  who  would  like  to  spend  a  half- 
year  or  year  studying  computer  simulation,  at  one  of  the 
existing  centers  active  in  this  field,  with  an  intention 
of  returning  to  their  own  campuses  to  develop  similar 
activities  there.  It  is  prepared  also  to  entertain  proposals 


for  research  planning  conferences  of  small  groups  of 
social  scientists  who  wish  to  use  simulation  techniques 
in  their  work. 

In  a  field  as  novel  and  challenging  as  this  one,  it  has 
not  been  easy  for  the  committee  to  plan  an  elaborate, 
specific,  long-range  program  of  action.  We  think  we  see 
what  are  some  of  the  important  next  steps,  but  we  would 
welcome  both  general  advice  and  specific  proposals  for 
activities  and  projects  to  whose  support  the  committee 
might  fruitfully  contribute. 


REPORT  ON  THE  WORK  OF  THE  COMMITTEE 


To  appreciate  the  work  of  the  Committee  on  Cross- 
Cultural  Education,  it  should  be  helpful  to  evoke  the 
mood  of  1952  when  the  committee  was  formed.  The 
number  of  foreign  students  in  the  United  States  had 
grown  from  about  6,000-8,000  in  the  prewar  years  to 
15,000  in  1946-47  and  30,000  in  1950-51.  Foreign  study 
had  become  organized  in  programs  with  stated  objec¬ 
tives — national  and  international,  political  and  eco¬ 
nomic,  as  well  as  purely  educational.  And  the  world  had 
become  polarized  in  the  cold  war.  The  concern  of  that 
time  was  epitomized  by  John  Gardner  in  an  article  in 
Foreign  Affairs.^  There  he  stressed  the  uniquely  promis¬ 
ing  opportunity  that  the  presence  of  foreign  students  in 
the  United  States  affords  for  the  development  in  other 
countries  of  strong  indigenous  leadership  friendly  to  this 
country,  and  the  foolishness  of  blind  faith  in  the  effects 
of  face-to-face  contact  as  such.  He  urged  a  realistic  scru¬ 
tiny  of  policies  and  practices  concerning  foreign  students 
with  respect  to  selection,  initial  orientation,  living  con¬ 
ditions,  kind  of  training,  and  education  about  American 
democracy,  and  called  for  follow-up  studies  of  the  effects 
of  educational  sojourn. 

The  Council,  with  the  aid  of  Wendell  Bennett,  was 
responding  to  this  sense  of  urgency  about  these  problems 
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committee  are:  Ralph  L.  Beals,  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles 
(chairman);  Cora  Du  Bois,  Harvard  University:  Herbert  H.  Hyman, 
Columbia  University;  Ronald  Lippitt,  University  of  Michigan;  and 
Charles  P.  Loomis,  Michigan  State  University.  Mr.  Smith  presented 
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ijohn  W.  Gardner,  “The  Foreign  Student  in  America,”  Foreign 
Affairs,  July  1952,  pp.  637-650. 


ON  CROSS-CULTURAL  EDUCATION 

by  M.  Brewster  Smith  * 

on  the  part  of  foundations  and  government  agencies, 
when  it  set  up  the  committee.  The  appropriate  role  of 
the  Council  was  seen  as  the  stimulation  of  research  on 
the  processes  and  outcomes  of  cross-cultural  education, 
rather  than  evaluation  of  particular  programs  and  prac¬ 
tices  against  announced  objectives.^ 

In  1952  there  had  been  very  little  research  on  or 
evaluation  of  programs  for  foreign  students.  Now,  six 
years  later,  the  picture  is  different.  Foreign  students  are 
with  us  still,  in  increased  numbers — 43,000  last  year. 
Continuing  major  efforts  to  evaluate  programs  are  in 
progress  (notably  those  of  the  U.  S.  International  Edu¬ 
cational  Exchange  Service  and  of  the  International 
Farm  Youth  Exchange).  And  a  substantial  amount  of 
research  has  been  conducted  in  the  context  of  cross- 
cultural  education — a  good  part  of  it  under  the  Coun¬ 
cil’s  auspices.  More  important,  I  think,  in  terms  of  the 
objectives  of  the  committee  is  the  fact  that  current  re¬ 
search  that  is  not  supported  through  the  Council  has 
manifestly  been  stimulated  and  enriched  by  the  work 
of  the  committee.  Its  continuing  impact  may  be  seen  in 
the  keen  interest  in  research  findings  shown  by  persons 
concerned  with  advising  and  teaching  foreign  students 
and  with  program  administration. 

With  the  forthcoming  monograph  by  John  Bennett, 
Herbert  Passin,  and  Robert  McKnight,®  much  of  the  re¬ 
search  sponsored  by  the  committee  will  have  been  pub¬ 
lished.  My  own  present  concern  is  with  writing  a  book 
that  is  intended  to  draw  together  what  can  be  gleaned 
from  all  the  committee’s  studies,  together  with  related 

2  Cf.  Wendell  C.  Bennett,  “Research  in  Cross-Cultural  Education,” 
Items,  March  1952,  pp.  3-6. 

8/n  Search  of  Identity:  The  Japanese  Overseas  Scholar  in  America 
and  Japan,  Minneapolis:  University  of  Minnesota  Press,  December  1958. 
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research.  The  writing  of  such  a  book  is  premised  on  the 
view  that  the  committee’s  strategy  has  given  rise  to 
cumulative  results,  so  that  the  impact  of  its  program  as 
a  totality  goes  beyond  that  of  each  component  project. 
The  committee  was  explicit  in  its  planning  for  con¬ 
tinuity  and  cumulative  impact.  Since  it  would  stake  its 
claims  for  success,  I  believe,  largely  on  this  point,  I 
should  like  to  illustrate  how  this  has  worked  out. 

NATIONAL  STATUS  AND 

INTERNATIONAL  ATTITUDES 

One  theme  that  emerged  vividly  from  the  qualitative 
nationality  studies  in  the  first  phase  of  the  committee’s 
program  had  to  do  with  a  linkage  between  the  foreign 
student’s  identification  with  his  home  country,  the  status 
accorded  his  country  by  Americans,  and  changes  in  the 
student’s  self-esteem.  The  role  of  foreign  student,  it 
seemed  clear,  tends  to  make  the  student’s  national  iden¬ 
tity  salient  for  him.  If,  as  seemed  to  be  particularly  the 
case  with  underdeveloped  and  former  colonial  countries, 
Americans  are  likely  to  accord  a  student’s  homeland 
relatively  low  status,  his  self-esteem  should  suffer.  A 
variety  of  defensive  maneuvers  affecting  his  orientation 
and  attitudes  toward  the  host  country  might  be  expected 
to  follow.  Qualitative  observations  contrasting  the  re¬ 
actions  of  Indians  and  Scandinavians  seemed  to  support 
this  plausible  formulation. 

Richard  Morris’  research  in  the  second  phase  of  the 
committee’s  work,  which  was  concerned  with  testing 
hypotheses  derived  from  the  nationality  studies,  served 
to  correct  and  elaborate  this  picture.  In  a  study  planned 
to  throw  light  on  status  effects  in  cross-cultural  educa¬ 
tion,  he  found  unexpectedly  that  subjective  national 
status  (the  student’s  feeling  about  the  relative  standing 
of  his  own  country  on  several  criteria)  showed  a  signifi¬ 
cant  negative  correlation  with  favorableness  toward  the 
United  States.  Students  who  rated  their  own  countries 
low  tended  if  anything  to  be  more  favorable  than  others 
to  the  country  of  their  sojourn.  A  significant  positive 
correlation  was  found,  according  to  hypothesis,  between 
national  status  gain  and  favorableness.  Those  who 
thought  that  their  country  would  be  rated  more  highly 
by  Americans  than  they  themselves  would  rate  it  tended 
to  be  conspicuously  more  favorable  to  the  United  States 
than  those  who  saw  themselves  taking  a  loss  in  national 
status. 

These  and  other  findings  from  Morris’  study*  give 
a  more  complicated  picture  than  initial  exploration  had 
suggested,  but  the  picture  seems  intelligible.  The  joint 
planning  of  a  second  series  of  studies  in  a  summer  work 

*  Two-Way  Mirror,  Minneapolis:  University  of  Minnesota  Press,  in 
press  (to  be  published  in  the  summer  of  1959). 


group  permitted  further  checks  on  the  relationships  that 
Morris  reported.  Stuart  Cook  and  Claire  Selltiz  in  the 
study  made  for  the  committee  at  New  York  University, 
in  which  a  different  focal  problem  required  the  use  of 
a  nation-wide  sample,  included  several  questions  bor¬ 
rowed  from  Morris’  questionnaire.  They  went  on  to 
a  further  study  (supported  by  the  State  Department 
and  the  Ford  Foundation)  in  which  parallel  questions 
were  included.  A  grant  to  Stuart  Cook  from  the  Foun¬ 
dation  for  Research  on  Human  Behavior  made  pos¬ 
sible  additional  analyses  of  Morris’  data  and  of  those 
from  the  two  studies  at  New  York  University.  So  besides 
the  initial  qualitative  observations  that  led  to  the  in¬ 
terest  in  hypotheses  about  status,  there  are  three  inde¬ 
pendent  bodies  of  data  that  bear  directly  on  the  issues. 
As  is  so  frequently  the  case  with  a  small  number  of 
replications,  the  relationships  that  appear  in  the  more 
extensive  body  of  data  are  less  neat  and  satisfying  than 
the  story  that  any  particular  study  appeared  to  warrant. 
Much  more  qualification  is  required.  In  brief,  the  cen¬ 
tral  finding  of  a  relationship  between  national-status 
loss  or  gain  and  favorableness  of  attitude  during  sojourn 
seems  to  be  well  substantiated,  but  Morris’  finding  for 
subjective  national  status  as  such  and  favorableness  is 
not  confirmed. 

TRENDS  IN  ATTITUDES 

TOWARD  HOST  AND  HOME 

One  more  example  of  cumulativeness  in  research  on 
cross-cultural  education  must  suffice.  In  the  first  studies, 
a  finding  that  emerged  most  clearly  from  William  Sewell 
and  Oluf  Davidsen’s  study  of  Scandinavian  students  but 
promised  to  have  more  general  import  concerned  a 
U-shaped  curve  of  favorableness  to  the  United  States 
during  the  sojourn.  Initial  favorableness  appeared  to 
lead  to  some  disillusionment,  which  was  followed  in 
turn  by  some  gain  in  favorableness  as  the  student  came 
to  terms  with  life  in  this  country  during  the  latter  phase 
of  his  sojourn.  Independent  evidence  for  such  a  relation¬ 
ship  came  from  a  Norwegian  study  by  Sverre  Lysgaard 
of  former  Fulbright  grantees  after  their  return.  George 
Coelho,  in  his  doctoral  dissertation  for  Harvard  Univer¬ 
sity  (done  at  the  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology 
Center  for  International  Studies),  threw  new  and  sug¬ 
gestive  light  on  the  U-curve  for  Indian  students  sojourn¬ 
ing  in  the  United  States.  As  reported  in  his  recent  book. 
Changing  Images  of  America,^  he  found  that  contrary 
to  what  might  be  the  naive  expectation,  the  curve  with 
respect  to  evaluations  of  the  United  States  was  paralleled 
by  the  curve  for  attitudes  toward  his  subjects’  native 
India.  As  students  grew  more  critical  of  the  United 

*  Glencoe:  The  Free  Press,  1958. 
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States,  they  did  not  lapse  into  a  heightened  chauvinism, 
but  became  more  critical  of  their  home  country.  An  in¬ 
terpretation  is  suggested  in  terms  of  the  replacement  of 
illusions  by  a  truly  broadened  international  perspective. 

The  interpretation  remains  in  doubt.  The  two  New 
York  University  studies,  however,  establish  the  facts  on 
a  much  broader  and  firmer  base.  Each  of  these  studies 
involved  two  widely  spaced  interviews  with  first-year 
foreign  students  during  the  initial  year  of  their  sojourn 
— a  period  when  on  the  average  one  would  expect  them 
to  be  on  the  declining  arm  of  the  U-curve.  Questions 
were  asked  about  attitudes  toward  the  home  country  as 
well  as  attitudes  toward  the  United  States.  The  expected 
significant,  though  not  major,  decline  in  favorableness 
to  this  country  was  found.  Corroborating  Coelho,  a 
parallel  increase  in  critical  attitudes  toward  the  home 
country  was  noted.  Significant  correlations  of  .40  and  .50 
were  obtained  in  the  two  studies  between  change  scores 
on  attitudes  to^vard  the  home  country  and  toward  the 
United  States. 

The  book  which  I  hope  to  complete  during  the  year 


develops  these  and  other  cumulative  aspects  of  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  program.  Without  attempting  to  summarize 
each  of  the  committee’s  monographs,®  it  attempts  to  put 
the  available  knowledge  about  processes  of  cross-cultural 
education  at  the  college  and  university  level  in  heuristic 
order,  for  the  stimulation  and  guidance  of  further  re¬ 
search  and  for  the  information  of  persons  concerned 
with  practice  and  policy  in  educational  exchange. 

•  In  addition  to  those  already  cited,  the  following  have  been  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  University  of  Minnesota  Press:  Ralph  L.  Beals  and  Nor¬ 
man  D.  Humphrey,  No  Frontier  to  Learning:  The  Mexican  Student  in 
the  United  States,  1957;  Richard  D.  Lambert  and  Marvin  Bresslcr, 
Indian  Students  on  an  American  Campus,  1956;  and  Franklin  D.  Scott. 
The  American  Experience  of  Swedish  Students,  1956.  See  also  John 
R.  P.  French,  Jr.  and  Robert  B.  Zajonc,  “An  Experimental  Study  of 
Cross-Cultural  Norm  Conflict,”  Journal  of  Abnormal  and  Social  Psy¬ 
chology,  March  1957,  pp.  218-224;  and  for  preliminary  reports  on  the 
committee’s  studies,  M.  Brewster  Smith,  ed.,  “Attitudes  and  Adjust¬ 
ment  in  Cross-Cultural  Contact:  Recent  Studies  of  Foreign  Students,” 
Journal  of  Social  Issues,  Vol.  12,  No.  1,  1956;  Annals  of  the  American 
Academy  of  Political  and  Social  Science,  September  1954,  pp.  62-145; 
and  Cora  Du  Bois,  Foreign  Students  and  Higher  Education  in  the 
United  States,  Washington,  D.  C.:  American  Council  on  Education, 
1956. 


A  NOTE  ON  THE  MEASUREMENT  OF  SOCIAL  CHANGE 


by  Wilbert  E.  Moore  * 


An  acceptable  theory  of  social  change  is,  like  virtue, 
favored  by  everyone  prior  to  precise  definition  or  speci¬ 
fication.  Any  particular  example  is  of  course  objected 

•  The  author.  Professor  of  Sociology  at  Princeton  University,  is  a 
member  of  the  Council’s  Committee  on  Problems  and  Policy,  and  of 
the  Committee  on  Economic  Growth.  At  the  Council’s  request  he  pre¬ 
pared  a  memorandum  and  made  available  other  materials  on  theories 
and  measurement  of  social  change,  for  consideration  at  two  confer¬ 
ences  held  by  the  Council;  One  on  needed  social  statistics,  on  January 
50,  1958,  was  attended  also  by  Conrad  Taeuber,  Bureau  of  the  Census; 
Sanford  Dombusch,  University  of  Washington;  Otis  Dudley  Duncan, 
University  of  Chicago;  Charles  Lawrence,  Department  of  Health,  Edu¬ 
cation,  and  Welfare;  William  R.  Leonard,  United  Nations  Statistical 
Office;  Peyton  Stapp,  Office  of  Statistical  Standards,  Bureau  of  the 
Budget.  The  second,  on  June  27,  explored  possible  Council  efforts  to 
further  measurement  of  social  change  and  was  attended  by  Nathan 
Keyfitz  of  the  Dominion  Bureau  of  Statistics,  Vincent  H.  Whitney  of 
Brown  University,  by  Messrs.  Dombusch,  Duncan,  Moore,  and  Taeuber, 
and  Council  staff.  This  conference  considered  three  unpublished  memo¬ 
randa;  “The  Study  of  Social  Change,”  by  Mr.  Duncan;  "Needed  Re¬ 
search  on  Trends  in  American  Values,”  by  Mr.  Dombusch;  "Analysis 
of  Social  Change,”  by  Mr.  Moore;  and  also  a  preprint  of  Mr.  Moore’s 
"Measurement  of  Organizational  and  Institutional  Implications  of 
Changes  in  Productive  Technology,”  from  Social,  Economic  and  Tech¬ 
nological  Change:  A  Theoretical  Approach  (Paris:  International  Social 
Science  Council,  1958),  pp.  229-259.  The  present  note  is  Mr.  Moore’s 
revision  of  his  remarks  in  opening  a  discussion  at  the  September  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  Council’s  board  of  directors. 


to  as  misrepresenting  the  principle  to  which  all  have 
assented.  Similarly,  who  can  oppose  attempts  to  improve 
our  capacity  to  measure  social  change?  The  opposition, 
rather,  is  to  any  attempt  to  equate  theory  and  measure¬ 
ment,  since  the  latter  is  often  regarded  as  missing  im¬ 
portant  but  not  essentially  quantifiable  sequences  and 
possible  principles  of  primacy.  Argument  also  can  be 
evoked  on  more  trivial  but  awkward  questions  centering 
around  both  the  substantive  choice  of  changes  deemed 
worthy  of  measuring  and  the  technical  choice  of  obser¬ 
vational  and  analytical  procedures. 

The  marriage  of  “social  change”  and  "measurement” 
is  partially  one  of  convenience,  although  its  issue  may  be 
legitimate.  A  number  of  scholars  have  expressed  con¬ 
cern  about  the  need  for  attention  to  social  change,  but 
usually  have  not  proceeded  beyond  admitted  anxiety. 
Other  scholars  have  recurrently  expressed  a  concern 
about  “needed  social  statistics,”  but  have  not  agreed  on 
the  answer  to  the  question,  “For  what?”  The  topic  at 
hand  provides  one  rather  important  answer. 

The  Council,  as  in  many  other  instances,  has  acted 
as  intermediary,  bringing  together  various  people  inter¬ 
ested  in  social  trends,  their  measurement,  and  theoreti¬ 
cal  analysis.  As  might  be  expected,  negotiations  have 
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revealed  divergent  interests,  but  apparently  not  so  diver¬ 
gent  as  to  be  beyond  reconciliation.  This  note  attempts 
to  indicate  some  alternatives,  which  are  not  mutually 
exclusive. 

First,  there  is  a  methodological  interest  in  measure¬ 
ment  of  transformations  through  time.  Otis  Dudley 
Duncan’s  conference  memorandum  exemplified  legiti¬ 
mate  concern  over  the  choice  of  analytical  models,  the 
problem  of  preserving  conceptual  comparability  in  time 
series,  and  over  the  use  of  cohorts,  indicators,  and  in¬ 
dexes  as  analytical  tools. 

Second,  there  is  a  formal  interest  in  the  shape  of  curves 
representing  change  in  phenomena  or  systems  of  phe¬ 
nomena,  and  an  attempt  to  test  the  fit  of  different  phe¬ 
nomena  to  these  forms.  For  example,  for  particular 
aspects  of  social  change,  which  of  several  alternative 
forms  gives  the  best  fit  —  rectilinear,  branching,  or 
cyclical  evolution,  trendless  cycles,  fluctuations  without 
detectable  sequence  or  periodicity?  There  are  anthro¬ 
pologists  who  view  the  content  (structures)  of  social 
transformation  as  less  generalizable  than  the  processes. 
Some  of  this  formal  interest  has  been  expressed  in  an 
unpublished  memorandum  by  Moore  on  “Analysis  of 
Social  Change.” 

Third,  and  most  prominently,  there  is  a  substantive 
interest  in  trends  in  particular  aspects  of  human  be¬ 
havior,  social  organization,  or  human  society.  This  ap¬ 
proach  is  exemplified  by  a  host  of  studies  on  trends  in 
recreation,  mental  health,  education,  crime,  population 
size  and  composition,  family  style  of  life,  social  stratifica¬ 
tion,  business  concentration,  aggregative  and  disaggrega- 
tive  economic  quantities,  political  participation,  urban¬ 
ization,  acculturation  and  Westernization,  ad  infinitum. 
Indeed  it  is  the  awesome  prospect  of  infinity  that  chas¬ 
tens  our  enthusiasm  for  these  studies. 

Fourth,  there  is  still  another  possible  approach  that 
is  not  yet  prominent.  This  would  be  to  adopt  some 
modest  variant  of  the  standard  sociological  or  anthro¬ 
pological  ways  of  identifying  and  ordering  die  principal 
segments  of  social  systems.  Most  social  science  of  what¬ 
ever  discipline  consists  of  structural-functional  analysis 


— what  are  the  patterns,  what  are  their  interrelations? 
To  this  would  be  added  several  insistent  questions: 
(1)  What  are  the  intrinsic  dynamics  of  this  segment? 
Examples  would  include  the  tendency  of  bureaucra¬ 
cies  to  proliferate  offices,  or  the  complex  sequence  in 
competitive  structures  of  instrumental  innovation,  con¬ 
servative  reaction,  and  additional  regulation.  (2)  What 
changes  are  the  orderly  consequences  of  intersegment 
functional  interaction?  Examples  would  include  the 
interpenetration  of  occupational  interest  groups  like 
unions,  and  complex  work  organizations  like  corpora¬ 
tions.  (3)  What  are  the  predictable  leads,  lags,  tensions? 
Examples  would  include  the  lead  of  deliberate  change 
and  the  lag  of  adversely  affected  interests.  (4)  What  are 
the  reliable  consequences  for  whole  societies  of  these 
trends  and  interplays?  Examples  would  include  the  push¬ 
ing  of  common  values  to  higher,  indeed  rarefied,  levels 
of  generalization  while  primary-group  values  may  be 
intensified  and  particularized.  (5)  What  can  be  painted 
with  a  broad  brush  on  large  canvases  about  intersociety 
relations  and  the  trend  of  human  kind?  Examples  would 
include  the  creation  of  common  material  standards  of 
life  without  effective  agreement  on  an  equitable  ration¬ 
ale  for  actual  inequalities  or  even  on  the  more  ultimate 
values  of  human  existence. 

For  the  analysis  and  measurement  of  social  change 
elaborate  organization,  integration,  and  bureaucratiza¬ 
tion  of  research  are  not  in  order.  However,  these  ap¬ 
proaches  and  interests  will  benefit  from  occasional  inter¬ 
change  and  controversy.  We  actually  know  quite  a  bit 
already,  despite  our  habitual  apologies.  The  time  may 
be  at  hand  for  multiplying  knowledge  rather  rapidly 
by  a  little  daring.  To  that  end  a  small  group  has  under¬ 
taken,  at  the  Council’s  request,  the  task  of  keeping  the 
subject  under  discussion.  It  would  be  shocking  if  social 
scientists  should  simply  withdraw  from  the  subject  of 
social  dynamics,  shocking  if  they  failed  to  utilize  such 
meaningful  quantities  as  are  available  or  potentially 
producible,  and  equally  shocking  if  they  halted  their 
interest,  observation,  and  analysis  with  quantitative 
trends  or  formal  mathematical  models. 


COMMITTEE  BRIEFS 

ECONOMIC  GROWTH  Ford  Foundation  for  another  five-year  period.  At  a  meeting 

Simon  Kuznets  (chairman),  Richard  Hartshorne,  Melville  committee  on  October  17-18,  plans  for  several  future 

J.  Herskovits,  Edgar  M.  Hoover,  Bert  F.  Hoselitz,  Wilbert  research  conferences  were  formulated.  The  program  of 
E.  Moore,  Joseph  J.  Spengler.  studies  of  long-term  trends  in  economic  growth,  which  was 

Continuation  of  the  committee’s  activities  has  been  made  initiated  by  the  committee  in  1953  and  has  included  8  West 
possible  by  a  new  grant  of  $185,000  to  the  Council  from  the  European  countries,  is  to  be  extended. 
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MATHEMATICS  IN  SOCIAL  SCIENCE  RESEARCH 

William  G.  Madow  (chairman),  Carl  F.  Christ,  Sanford 
M.  Dornbusch,  John  G.  Kemeny,  James  G.  March,  Philip 
J.  McCarthy,  George  A.  Miller,  Anatol  Rapoport;  staff, 
Elbridge  Sibley. 

A  number  of  psychology  teachers  who  have  experimented 
with  offering  special  sections  of  general  psychology  courses 
for  students  prepared  to  approach  the  subject  in  mathe¬ 
matical  terms  have  been  invited  to  participate  in  a  confer¬ 
ence  to  be  sponsored  by  the  committee  this  winter,  for  the 
purpose  of  improving  the  methods  used  in  these  sections 
and  encouraging  similar  innovations  elsewhere.  George  A. 
Miller  will  serve  as  chairman  of  the  conference. 

The  committee  has  under  consideration  proposals  for 
seminars  on  mathematical  research  in  political  science  and 
in  sociology,  which  would  bring  together  small  groups  of 
social  scientists  to  work  with  one  or  more  mathematicians 
for  several  weeks  on  the  development  of  models. 

In  discussion,  at  its  meeting  on  October  4,  of  means  of 
improving  the  quality  of  statistical  research  in  the  social 
sciences,  the  committee  expressed  its  preference  for  making 
an  inventory  of  the  best  methods  and  techniques  for  use  in 
selected  social  science  fields,  compilation  of  annotated  bibli¬ 
ographies,  and  preparation  of  expository  articles  on  topics 
not  adequately  treated  in  existing  literature.  It  was  recog¬ 
nized  that,  to  be  most  helpful  to  research  workers  in  the 
social  sciences,  a  bibliography  should  differentiate  sources 
readily  accessible  to  social  scientists  with  moderate  mathe¬ 
matical  competence  from  sources  comprehensible  only  to 
mathematicians.  The  members  of  the  committee  have  agreed 
to  formulate  needs  in  their  respective  fields,  and  to  list  pos¬ 
sible  participants  for  a  work  group.  The  committee  is  con¬ 
sidering  a  suggestion  that  bibliographical  work  and  exposi¬ 
tory  writing  might  be  undertaken  by  pairs  of  social  scientists 
and  mathematical  statisticians  on  the  same  campuses. 

PERSONALITY  DEVELOPMENT  IN  YOUTH 

Ralph  W.  Tyler  (chairman),  Dana  L.  Farnsworth,  T.  R. 
McConnell,  Theodore  M.  Newcomb,  C.  Robert  Pace,  Nevitt 
Sanford,  Robin  M.  Williams,  Jr.;  staff,  Donald  G.  Marquis, 
Lloyd  Morrisett,  Jr. 

At  a  meeting  on  November  12-13,  the  committee  reviewed 
the  results  of  the  research  planning  conference  on  college 
influences  on  personality  development,  reported  in  the  Sep¬ 
tember  issue  of  Items,  and  considered  ways  of  strengthen¬ 
ing  research  practices  in  its  area  of  concern.  At  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  request  the  chairman  agreed  to  prepare  a  paper 
identifying  important  personality,  environmental,  and  cul¬ 
tural  variables,  and  their  interrelationships,  in  a  conceptual 
model  of  a  student’s  passage  through  college.  C.  Robert 
Pace  will  initiate  discussions  on  personality  measures  closely 
related  to  college  goals  with  the  expectation  that  a  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  improvement  and  development  of  such  measures 
can  be  arranged.  Theodore  M.  Newcomb  was  asked  to  de¬ 
velop  plans  for  a  conference  or  seminar  on  ways  of  describ¬ 


ing  and  measuring  aspects  of  peer  cultures.  The  committee 
also  agreed  to  hold  a  conference  in  the  spring  of  1959,  of 
research  workers  engaged  in  major  studies  of  personality 
change  in  college.  The  committee  is  planning  for  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  certain  studies  so  as  to  encompass  a  greater  variety 
of  college  environments,  and  to  provide  experimental  set¬ 
tings  by  elaboration  of  special  educational  programs. 

RESEARCH  TRAINING 

Arthur  W.  Macmahon  (chairman),  Robert  Dubin,  Walter 
R.  Goldschmidt,  Donald  G.  Marquis,  Frederick  Mosteller, 
Thomas  C.  Schelling,  Everett  K.  Wilson;  staff,  Elbridge 
Sibley. 

A  study  of  Economic  Factors  Affecting  Graduate  Student 
Careers,  tentative  plans  for  which  were  reviewed  by  the 
committee  at  its  meetings  last  year,  is  now  in  progress.  Sup¬ 
ported  by  a  grant  from  the  Ford  Foundation  to  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences-National  Research  Council,  the  inves¬ 
tigation  is  being  conducted  under  contract  by  the  National 
Opinion  Research  Center.  Messrs.  Marquis  and  Sibley  repre¬ 
sent  the  Social  Science  Research  Council  on  a  steering  com¬ 
mittee  of  which  the  other  members  are  M.  H.  Trytten  and 
Ralph  E.  Cleland  for  the  National  Research  Council,  and 
Robert  Hoopes  and  J.  Fletcher  Wellemeyer,  Jr.  for  the 
American  Council  of  Learned  Societies.  Data  are  to  be  ob¬ 
tained  from  a  nation-wide  sample  of  25  graduate  schools 
stratified  by  size  and  type.  In  the  first  phase  of  the  field  work, 
to  be  completed  during  the  winter,  3,000  resident  graduate 
students  in  the  arts  and  sciences  will  be  asked  for  informa¬ 
tion  relating  to  their  finances  and  career  plans.  The  same 
individuals  are  to  be  recanvassed  in  the  following  academic 
year.  In  order  to  gain  an  understanding  of  the  total  influ¬ 
ence  of  economic  factors  from  the  beginning  of  graduate 
study  to  the  time  of  receiving  the  doctoral  degree,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  supplement  the  sample  of  resident  graduate 
students  with  one  of  individuals  who  have  left  the  campuses 
with  the  intention  of  completing  doctoral  theses  in  absentia 
— this  category  bulks  large  in  the  humanistic  and  social  sci¬ 
ence  fields.  A  report  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the  end 
of  1960. 

The  Committee  on  Research  Training  has  considered  the 
desirability  of  further  studies  of  training  for  research  in  the 
social  sciences.  In  its  view,  an  all-inclusive  interdisciplinary 
approach  would  be  less  promising  than  several  more  inten¬ 
sive  studies  of  particular  disciplines  or  groups  of  closely 
related  disciplines.  Since  at  least  two  of  the  disciplinary 
associations  —  tlie  American  Historical  Association  and 
American  Psychological  Association  —  are  currently  carry¬ 
ing  on  studies  of  graduate  training,  and  two  others  —  the 
American  Anthropological  Association  and  American  Socio¬ 
logical  Society  —  are  contemplating  siinilar  investigations, 
the  committee  is  interested  in  collaborating  in  such  studies, 
while  recognizing  that  the  concerns  of  the  professional  so¬ 
cieties  extend  beyond  the  range  of  the  Council’s  specific 
interest  in  training  for  research.  Under  the  Council’s  aus¬ 
pices,  Alexander  Heard,  Dean  of  the  University  of  North 
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Carolina  Graduate  School,  has  undertaken  an  informal  in¬ 
quiry  into  the  research  training  policies  and  practices  of  a 
number  of  departments  of  political  science. 

URBANIZATION 

Philip  M.  Hauser  (chairman),  Norton  Ginsburg,  Eric  E. 
Lampard,  Oscar  Lewis,  Wallace  S.  Sayre,  Leo  F,  Schnore, 
Gideon  Sjoberg,  Raymond  Vernon;  secretary,  Beverly  Dun¬ 
can. 

At  its  first  meeting  on  October  24  the  committee,  which 
was  appointed  in  September,  made  preliminary  plans  for 


dealing  with  two  major  assignments:  a  critical  review  of 
assumptions  and  generalizations  regarding  urbanization  and 
their  applicability  to  other  cultures  and  areas;  and  an  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  situations  in  various  parts  of  the  world 
in  which  urbanization  is  proceeding  rapidly,  with  a  view 
toward  suggesting  needed  research  on  the  problems  pre¬ 
sented.  Individual  committee  members  will  prepare  mate¬ 
rials  relating  to  several  major  issues  identified  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  These  materials  will  be  used  in  evaluating  current 
hypotheses  in  research  on  urban  problems.  As  its  third 
assignment,  the  committee  is  expected  to  formulate  a  plan 
for  historical  analysis  of  the  development  of  urbanization. 


PERSONNEL 


DIRECTORS  AND  OFFICERS  OF  THE  COUNCIL 

At  the  annual  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Council  held  in  September,  Edward  H.  Levi  of  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Chicago  Law  School,  H.  L.  Shapiro  of  the  American 
Museum  of  Natural  History,  and  Donald  Young  of  the 
Russell  Sage  Foundation  were  elected  directors-at-large  for 
the  two-year  term  1959-60. 

Conrad  Taeuber  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census  was  elected 
chairman  of  the  board  of  directors;  E.  Adamson  Hoebel  of 
the  University  of  Minnesota,  vice-chairman;  Lyle  H.  Lanier 
of  the  University  of  Illinois,  secretary;  and  Robert  E.  L. 
Faris  of  the  University  of  Washington,  treasurer.  The  fol¬ 
lowing  members  of  the  board  were  elected  as  its  Executive 
Committee:  Carroll  L.  Shartle  of  Ohio  State  University 
(chairman),  Gabriel  A.  Almond  of  Princeton  University, 
Harold  F.  Dorn  of  the  National  Institutes  of  Health,  C. 
Vann  Woodward  of  Johns  Hopkins  University,  and  Donald 
Young  of  the  Russell  Sage  Foundation.  Joseph  J.  Spengler 
of  Duke  University  was  named  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Problems  and  Policy;  and  Frederick  Mosteller  of  Har¬ 
vard  University  was  re-elected  a  member  of  the  committee. 
Its  other  members  are  V.  O.  Key,  Jr.,  Douglas  McGregor, 
Wilbert  E.  Moore,  David  M.  Potter,  and  ex  officio:  Pendle¬ 
ton  Herring,  Conrad  Taeuber,  and  E.  Adamson  Hoebel. 

APPOINTMENTS  TO  COMMITTEES 

Lyle  H.  Lanier  of  the  University  of  Illinois  has  been  re¬ 
appointed  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Faculty  Research 
Fellowships  for  the  year  1958-59.  H.  Field  Haviland,  Jr. 
of  the  Brookings  Institution,  William  H.  Nicholls  of  Van¬ 
derbilt  University,  John  W.  Riley,  Jr.  of  Rutgers  Univer¬ 
sity,  Edward  H.  Spicer  of  the  University  of  Arizona,  and 
Kenneth  M.  Stampp  of  the  University  of  California,  Berke¬ 
ley,  have  been  reappointed  members  of  the  conunittee. 


R.  A.  Gordon  of  the  University  of  California  has  been  re¬ 
appointed  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Grants-in-Aid 
for  1958-59.  John  G.  Darley  of  the  University  of  Minnesota, 
John  Hope  Franklin  of  Brooklyn  College,  John  D.  Lewis 
of  Oberlin  College,  and  Vincent  H.  Whitney  of  Brown  Uni¬ 
versity  have  been  renamed  members;  and  Joseph  J.  Mathews 
of  Emory  University  has  been  newly  appointed  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Earl  Latham  of  Amherst  College  has  been  reappointed 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Social  Science  Personnel, 
which  has  charge  of  the  Council’s  research  training  fellow¬ 
ship  program.  Also  reappointed  to  the  committee  for  1958- 
59  are  Gardner  Ackley  of  the  University  of  Michigan,  Rob¬ 
ert  E.  L.  Faris  of  the  University  of  Washington,  Ward  H. 
Goodenough  of  the  University  of  Pennsylvania,  Wayne  H. 
Holtzman  of  the  University  of  Texas,  and  Paul  Webbink 
of  the  Social  Science  Research  Council. 

J.  Roland  Pennock  of  Swarthmore  College  has  been  re¬ 
named  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Political  Theory  and 
Legal  Philosophy  Fellowships  for  1958-59.  David  Easton 
of  the  University  of  Chicago,  Jerome  Hall  of  Indiana  Uni¬ 
versity,  and  Robert  G.  McCloskey  of  Harvard  University 
have  been  reappointed  members;  and  Guy  H.  Dodge  of 
Brown  University  and  Thomas  P.  Jenkin  of  the  University 
of  California,  Los  Angeles,  have  been  newly  appointed. 

Robert  E.  Cushman  of  Cornell  University  and  the  Na¬ 
tional  Archives  has  been  designated  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Grants  for  Research  on  Governmental  Affairs, 
which  administers  the  program  of  senior  research  awards 
in  American  governmental  affairs.  Dean  E.  McHenry  of  the 
University  of  California,  Los  Angeles,  Elmer  B.  Staats  of  the 
Operations  Coordinating  Board,  and  Benjamin  F.  Wright 
of  Smith  College  have  been  reappointed  members;  and  Alex¬ 
ander  Heard  of  the  University  of  North  Carolina  has  been 
added  to  the  committee. 


David  B.  Truman  of  Columbia  University  has  been  reap¬ 
pointed  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Political  Behavior, 
which  administers  the  program  of  grants  for  research  on 
American  governmental  processes.  Also  reappointed  to  the 
committee  are  Robert  A.  Dahl  of  Yale  University,  Oliver 
Garceau  of  Bennington  College,  V.  O.  Key,  Jr.  of  Harvard 
University,  Avery  Leiserson  of  Vanderbilt  University,  and 
Dayton  D.  McKean  of  the  University  of  Colorado. 

Mortimer  Spiegelman  of  the  Metropolitan  Life  Insurance 
Company  has  been  renamed  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  International  Conference  Travel  Grants.  Robert  C. 
Angell  of  the  University  of  Michigan,  Ralph  L.  Beals  of 
the  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles,  Lee  J.  Cronbach 
of  the  University  of  Illinois,  and  Frederic  C.  Lane  of  Johns 
Hopkins  University  have  been  reappointed  members;  and 
Hugh  L.  Elsbree  of  the  Legislative  Reference  Service,  Li¬ 
brary  of  Congress,  and  John  Perry  Miller  of  Yale  Univer¬ 
sity  have  been  added  to  the  committee. 

A  Committee  on  Auxiliary  Research  Awards  has  been 
appointed  to  administer  the  new  program  that  was  an¬ 
nounced  in  Items,  June  1958,  page  24.  The  members  of  this 
committee  are:  Fred  Eggan,  University  of  Chicago  (chair¬ 
man);  Harry  Alpert,  University  of  Oregon;  Kenneth  E. 
Boulding,  University  of  Michigan;  Thomas  C.  Cochran, 
University  of  Pennsylvania;  Richard  S.  Crutchfield,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  California;  Frederick  Mosteller,  Harvard  Univer¬ 
sity;  and  Ithiel  de  Sola  Pool,  Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology. 

Abram  Bergson  of  Harvard  University  has  been  renamed 
chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Grants  of  the  Joint  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Slavic  Studies  (co-sponsored  by  the  American 
Council  of  Learned  Societies).  Frederick  C.  Barghoom  of 
Yale  University,  Deming  Brown  of  the  University  of  Michi¬ 


gan,  and  Chauncy  D.  Harris  of  the  University  of  Chicago 
have  also  been  reappointed;  and  Donald  W.  Treadgold  of 
the  University  of  Washington  has  been  added  to  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Herbert  H.  Hyman  of  Columbia  University,  Joseph  G. 
LaPalombara  of  Michigan  State  University,  and  Robert  E. 
Ward  of  the  University  of  Michigan  have  been  appointed 
to  the  Committee  on  Comparative  Politics. 

Guy  H.  Orcutt  of  the  University  of  Wisconsin  has  been 
appointed  to  the  Committee  on  the  Family  and  Economic 
Behavior. 

Charles  Hitch  of  the  RAND  Corporation,  Charles  P. 
Kindleberger  of  Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology,  and 
Klaus  Knorr  of  Princeton  University  have  been  appointed 
to  the  Committee  on  National  Security  Policy  Research. 

Louis  Dupree  of  Pennsylvania  State  University,  Charles 
Issawi  of  Columbia  University,  and  G.  E.  von  Grunebaum 
of  the  University  of  California,  Los  Angeles,  have  been 
appointed  to  the  Committee  on  the  Near  and  Middle  East. 

A  new  Committee  on  Population  Census  Monographs  has 
been  appointed  to  consider  arrangements  for  a  program  of 
monographs  relating  to  the  1960  census  of  population.  The 
members  are  Dudley  Kirk  of  the  Population  Council  (chair¬ 
man),  Robert  W.  Burgess  of  the  Bureau  of  the  Census,  John 
D.  Durand  of  the  United  Nations,  Ronald  Freedman  of 
the  University  of  Michigan,  Daniel  O.  Price  of  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  North  Carolina,  and  George  J.  Stolnitz  of  Indiana 
University. 

Charles  Wagley  of  Columbia  University  (chairman), 
McKim  Marriott  of  the  University  of  Chicago,  Bernard  J. 
Siegel  of  Stanford  University,  and  Eric  R.  Wolf  of  Yale  Uni¬ 
versity  have  been  designated  as  an  exploratory  conference 
group  on  the  study  of  types  of  intermediate  societies. 


PUBLICATIONS 


COUNCIL  MONOGRAPHS 

Migration  and  Mental  Disease:  A  Study  of  First  Admis¬ 
sions  to  Hospitals  for  Mental  Disease,  New  York,  1939- 
1941,  by  Benjamin  Malzberg  and  Everett  S.  Lee,  with 
an  introduction  by  Dorothy  S.  Thomas.  Sponsored  by 
the  Committee  on  Migration  Differentials.  March  1956. 
152  pages.  $1.50. 

Labor  Mobility  in  Six  Cities,  prepared  by  Gladys  L. 
Palmer,  with  the  assistance  of  Carol  P.  Brainerd,  for 
the  former  Committee  on  Labor  Market  Research.  June 
1954.  191  pages.  Paper,  $2.25;  cloth,  $2.75. 

Social  Behavior  and  Personality:  Contributions  of  W.  I. 
Thomas  to  Theory  and  Social  Research,  edited  by 
Edmund  H.  Volkart.  June  1951.  348  pages.  Cloth,  $3.00. 

Support  for  Independent  Scholarship  and  Research,  by 
Elbridge  Sibley.  Report  of  an  inquiry  jointly  spon¬ 


sored  by  the  American  Philosophical  Society  and  the 
Social  Science  Research  Council.  May  1951.  131  pages. 
$1.25. 

COUNCIL  BULLETINS 

Research  on  Labor  Mobility:  An  Appraisal  of  Research 
Findings  in  the  United  States,  Bulletin  65,  by  Herbert 
S.  Parnes.  October  1954.  216  pages.  $1.75. 

The  Social  Sciences  in  Historical  Study:  A  Report  of  the 
Committee  on  Historiography,  Bulletin  64.  July  1954. 
191  pages.  Paper,  $1.75;  cloth,  $2.25. 

Adjustment  to  Physical  Handicap  and  Illness:  A  Survey 
of  the  Social  Psychology  of  Physique  and  Disability, 
Bulletin  55,  revised  edition,  by  Roger  G.  Barker,  in 
collaboration  with  Beatrice  A.  Wright,  Lee  Meyerson, 
Mollie  R.  Gonick.  April  1953.  456  pages.  $2.00. 


COUNCIL  PAMPHLETS:  MEMORANDA  TO  THE 
COMMITTEE  ON  PREVENTIVE  MEDICINE 

AND  SOCIAL  SCIENCE  RESEARCH 

Effects  of  Social  and  Cultural  Systems  in  Reactions  to 
Stress,  Pamphlet  14,  by  William  Caudill.  June  1958. 
39  pages.  50  cents. 

Social  Status  and  Public  Health,  Pamphlet  13,  by  Ozzie 
G.  Simmons.  May  1958.  39  pages.  50  cents. 

Problems  in  Intercultural  Health  Programs,  Pamphlet  12, 
by  George  M.  Foster.  April  1958.  54  pages.  50  cents. 

Special  price  for  the  three  pamphlets  together,  $1.00. 


OTHER  COUNCIL  PAMPHLETS  AND  REPORTS 

Expectations,  Uncertainty,  and  Business  Behavior:  A  Con¬ 
ference  Held  at  Carnegie  Institute  of  Technology, 
October  27-29,  1955,  under  the  Allspices  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Business  Enterprise  Research,  edited  by  Mary 
Jean  Bowman.  May  1958.  209  pages.  Lithoprinted. 
$2.00. 

The  Business  Enterprise  as  a  Subject  for  Research,  Pam- 
phlet  11,  by  Howard  R.  Bowen.  Sponsored  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Business  Enterprise  Research.  May  1955. 
Ill  pages.  $1.25. 

Bibliographies  on  Personality  and  Sbcial  Development 
of  the  Child,  Pamphlet  10,  compiled  by  Christoph 
Heinicke  and  Beatrice  B.  Whiting.  June  1953.  138 
pages.  $1.00. 

Exchange  of  Persons:  The  Evolution  of  Cross-Cultural 
Education,  Pamphlet  9,  by  Guy  S.  M^traux.  June  1952. 
58  pages.  50  cents. 

The  Council’s  monographs,  bulletins,  pamphlets,  and 
lithoprinted  reports  are  distributed  from  the  office  of  the 
Council,  230  Park  Avenue,  New  York  17,  N.  Y. 


American  Housing  and  Its  Use:  The  Demand  for  Shelter 
Space,  by  Louis  Winnick,  with  the  assistance  of  Ned 
Shilling.  March  1957.  157  pages.  Cloth,  $5.50. 

American  Families,  by  Paul  C.  Click.  February  1957.  254 
pages.  Cloth,  $6.00. 

Social  Characteristics  of  Urban  and  Rural  Communities, 
1950,  by  Otis  Dudley  Duncan  and  Albert  J.  Reiss,  Jr. 
October  1956.  439  pages.  Cloth,  $7.50. 

Immigrants  and  Their  Children,  1850-1950,  by  E.  P. 
Hutchinson.  August  1956.  405  pages.  Cloth,  $7.50. 

Income  of  the  American  People,  by  Herman  P.  Miller. 

October  1955.  222  pages.  Cloth,  $6.50. 

American  Agriculture:  Its  Structure  and  Place  in  the 
Economy,  by  Ronald  L.  Mighell.  April  1955.  199  pages. 
Cloth,  $6.50. 


CROSS-CULTURAL  EDUCATION  MONOGRAPHS 

These  monographs  are  sponsored  by  the  Committee  on 
Cross-Cultural  Education  and  are  published  by  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Minnesota  Press,  Minneapolis: 

In  Search  of  Identity:  The  Japanese  Overseas  Scholar  in 
America  and  Japan,  by  John  W.  Bennett,  Herbert 
Passin,  and  Robert  K.  McKnight.  December  1958.  381 
pages.  Cloth,  $7.50. 

No  Frontier  to  Learning:  The  Mexican  Student  in  the 
United  States,  by  Ralph  L.  Beals  and  Norman  D. 
Humphrey.  August  1957.  159  pages.  Cloth,  $3.25. 

Indian  Students  on  an  American  Campus,  by  Richard 
D.  Lambert  and  Marvin  Bressler.  December  1956.  133 
pages.  Cloth,  $3.00. 

The  American  Experience  of  Swedish  Students,  by  Frank¬ 
lin  D.  Scott.  June  1956.  142  pages.  Cloth,  $3.00. 


CENSUS  MONOGRAPHS 

These  volumes,  sponsored  by  the  former  Committee  on 
Census  Monographs  in  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of  the 
Census,  are  published  by  John  Wiley  &  Sons,  New  York: 

The  American  Labor  Force,  by  Gertrude  Bancroft.  Octo¬ 
ber  1958.  270  pages.  Cloth,  $7.50. 

The  Fertility  of  American  Women,  by  Wilson  H.  Grabill, 
Clyde  V.  Kiser,  and  P.  K.  Whelpton.  August  1958. 
464  pages.  Cloth,  $9.50. 

The  Older  Population  of  the  United  States,  by  Henry  D. 

Sheldon.  July  1958.  236  pages.  Cloth,  $6.00. 

America’s  Children,  by  Eleanor  H.  Bemert.  February 
1958.  199  pages.  Cloth,  $6.00. 

The  Changing  Population  of  the  United  States,  by  Con¬ 
rad  Taeuber  and  Irene  B.  Taeuber.  January  1958.  368 
pages.  Cloth,  $7.75. 

Farm  Housing,  by  Glenn  H.  Beyer  and  J.  Hugh  Rose. 

November  1957.  205  pages.  Cloth,  $6.00. 

Residential  Finance,  1950,  by  Richard  U.  Ratcliff,  Daniel 
B.  Rathbun,  and  Junia  H.  Honnold.  October  1957. 
190  pages.  Cloth,  $6.00. 


OTHER  BOOKS 

Explorations  in  Social  Psychiatry,  edited  by  Alexander 
H.  Leighton,  John  A.  Clausen,  and  Robert  N.  Wilson. 
New  York:  Basic  Books,  December  1957.  462  pages. 
Cloth,  $6.75. 

Sampling  Opinions:  An  Analysis  of  Survey  Procedures, 
by  Frederick  F.  Stephan  and  Philip  J.  McCarthy.  Re¬ 
port  on  studies  initiated  under  the  auspices  of  the 
former  joint  Committee  on  Measurement  of  Opinion, 
Attitudes,  and  Consumer  Wants,  appointed  by  the 
National  Research  Council  and  the  Social  Science  Re¬ 
search  Council.  New  York:  John  Wiley  &  Sons,  June 
1958.  472  pages.  Cloth,  $12.00. 

Talent  and  Society:  New  Perspectives  in  the  Identifica¬ 
tion  of  Talent,  by  David  C.  McClelland,  Alfred  L. 
Baldwin,  Urie  Bronfenbrenner,  and  Fred  L.  Strodtbeck. 
Report  of  the  former  Committee  on  Identification  of 
Talent.  Princeton,  N.  J.:  D.  Van  Nostrand  Company, 
June  1958.  282  pages.  Cloth,  $3.75. 

Theory  and  Methods  of  Scaling,  by  Warren  S.  Torgerson. 
Prepared  for  the  former  Committee  on  Scaling  Theory 
and  Methods.  New  York:  John  Wiley  &  Sons,  Septem¬ 
ber  1958.  473  pages.  Cloth,  $9.50. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT 


SUMMER  GRANTS  FOR  FIELD  TRAINING 

IN  SOCIAL  ANTHROPOLOGY,  1959 

Grants  for  supervised  field  training  in  social  anthro¬ 
pology,  which  were  awarded  by  the  Social  Science  Re¬ 
search  Council  on  an  experimental  basis  for  the  summer 
of  1958,  are  offered  for  the  summer  of  1959  to  students 
who  have  completed  at  least  one  year  of  graduate  work 
and  who  will  accompany  experienced  anthropologists 
into  the  field  and  work  under  their  guidance.  This  lim¬ 
ited  offering  is  extended  for  1959  only,  to  afford  a 
further  demonstration  of  productive  use  of  the  summer 
by  graduate  students  who  might  otherwise  lose  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  advance  their  training  for  research.  The 
hope  is  that  the  value  of  a  comparable  summer  program 
for  disciplines  other  than  anthropology  can  be  assessed 
during  the  coming  year,  in  relation  to  both  the  Council’s 
continuing  effort  to  provide  for  earlier  and  more  effec¬ 
tive  research  training,  and  the  similar  interests  of  uni¬ 
versity  departments  in  the  social  sciences. 

Applications  for  grants  should  be  filed  not  later  than 
February  1,  1959,  and  it  is  anticipated  thft  awards  can 
be  announced  about  April  1. 

Stipends  ranging  from  $175  a  month  for  unmarried 
students  to  $300  a  month  for  students  with  several  de¬ 
pendents,  and  supplementary  allowances  for  travel  and 
field  expenses,  will  be  offered  to  5  or  6  students  for  terms 
of  up  to  3  months  in  the  summer  of  1959.  It  is  expected 
that  the  faculty  supervisor  will  offer  guidance  in  plan¬ 
ning  the  field  project  and  in  the  analysis  of  the  data 


and  the  preparation  of  a  report  on  the  summer’s  work. 
It  is  anticipated  that  field  work  will  be  undertaken  in 
most  cases  in  North  or  Central  America  or  the  Carib¬ 
bean  area,  but  work  in  other  areas  will  be  permissible 
if  the  applicant  is  able  to  provide  from  other  sources 
for  travel  expenses  in  excess  of  $300. 

The  complete  application  should  include  the  follow¬ 
ing,  of  which  A,  B,  and  C  should  be  submitted  in  quad¬ 
ruplicate: 

A.  From  the  faculty  supervisor:  a  letter  nominating 
the  student,  including  a  statement  of  arrange¬ 
ments  for  the  supervision  of  his  work  and  an 
appraisal  of  his  abilities  and  promise  as  a  research 
worker; 

B.  From  the  student:  a  description  of  plans  for  the 
field  work,  the  time  schedule,  an  estimated  budget 
(including  information  about  the  candidate’s  mari¬ 
tal  status  and  dependents);  a  brief  curriculum 
vitae,  and  a  statement  of  progress  toward  the  Ph.D. 
degree; 

C.  A  letter  of  recommendation  from  another  gradu¬ 
ate  instructor  familiar  with  the  student’s  qualifica¬ 
tions; 

D.  Transcripts  of  both  undergraduate  and  graduate 
academic  records;  or  a  list  of  all  courses  taken 
in  anthropology  and  related  fields,  giving  the  in¬ 
structor  and  grade  obtained  in  each. 

Applications  and  inquiries  concerning  the  program 
should  be  addressed  to  Social  Science  Research  Council 
Fellowships  and  Grants,  230  Park  Avenue,  New  York  17, 
N.  Y. 


SOCIAL  SCIENCE  RESEARCH  COUNCIL 

230  PARK  AVENUE,  NEW  YORK  17.  N.  Y. 


Incorporated  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  December  27,  1924,  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  research  in  the  social  sciences 


Directors,  1958:  Gabriel  A.  Almond,  Taylor  Cole,  Harold  F.  Dorn,  Fred  Eccan,  Robert  E.  L.  Farm,  R.  A.  Gordon,  Louis  Gottschalk, 
Pendleton  Herring,  E.  Adamson  Hoebel,  Wayne  H.  Holtzman,  Lyle  H.  Lanier,  Earl  Latham,  Philip  J.  McCarthy,  Douglas  McGregor, 
John  Perry  Miller,  Frederice  Mosteller,  Frank  C.  Newman,  William  H.  Nicholls,  David  M.  Potter,  Carroll  L.  Shartle,  Richard  H.  Shryock, 
Herbert  A.  Simon,  Conrad  Taeuber,  Schuyler  C.  Wallace,  Ralph  J.  Watkins,  Gordon  R.  Willey,  Malcolm  M.  Willey,  Robin  M.  Wil¬ 
liams,  Jr.,  C  Vann  Woodward,  Donald  Young 


Officers  and  Staff:  Pendleton  Herring,  President;  Paul  Webbink,  Vice-President;  Elbridge  Sibley,  Executive  Associate;  Donald  G.  Mar- 
Quu;  Bryce  Wood;  Eleanor  C.  Isbell;  Joseph  B.  Casacrande;  Lloyd  Morrisett,  Jr.;  Catherine  V,  Ronnan,  Financial  Secretary 
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